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F/iH^^RETAIL  SPREADS  FOR  POOLTRI  AND  EGGS 
IN  THE   UNITED  STATES  AND  SELECTED  CITIES  l/ 


FanI^-^etail  price  spreads  for  eggs  in  1957  were  a  little 
higher  than  in  1956  but  were  lower  than  in  ar^  other  year 
since  19 A9  except  1953  and  1955.     Farm-retail  price 
spreads  on  frying  chickens  declined  about  2  percent  in 
1957  to  their  lowest  level  in  the  9  years  for  which  data 
are  available  except  for  1950  and  1955.     For  both  conv- 
modlties,   changes  in  price  spreads  in  the  19^^9-57  period 
have  been  slight. 

Retail  prices  and  farm  values  for  eggs  declined  about   5 
and  3  percent,   respectively,   from  1956  to  1957  while 
prices  for  frying  chickens  declined  about  3  percent  in 
the  same  period.     Prices  in  1957  for  both  eggs  and  frying 
chickens  were  at  their  lowest  levels  in  9  years. 

Inproveraents  in  marketing  loethods  and  changes  in  location 
have  been  important  factors  in  reducing  marketing  costs 
and  price  spreads.     These  factors  have  almost  offset 
higher  costs  resulting  from  rising  wage  rp.tes  and  other 
prices  and  from  performance  of  additional  services  by 
marketing  firms.     This  article  describes  recent  changes 
in  prices  and  price  spreads  for  eggs,   frying  chickens, 
and  turkeys  in  the  Onited  States  and  selected  large 
cities. 


Eggs 

The  spread  between  the  retail  price  paid  by  larban  consumers  in  the 
United  States  and  the  farm  value,  or  payment  the  farmer  received,  averaged 
18.0  cents  a  dozen  in  1957,  an  increase  of  0,1  cent  over  1956  (table  9). 
The  1957  average  spread,  however,  was  lower  than  in  all  other  years  in 
the  19A9-57  period  except  1953,  1955,  and  1956. 

Retail  egg  prices  and  farm  values  averaged  3»1  cents  and  3.?  cents 
a  dozen  lower,  respectively,  in  1957  than  in  1956,  continuing  their  gen- 
erally downward  trends  of  the  194-9-57  period.  Although  retail  prices 
since  September  1957  have  been  higher  than  in  corresponding  months  of 
1956,  increases  were  not  large  enough  to  prevent  a  decline  in  the  annual 
average  (table  10).  With  lower  average  retail  prices  and  slightly  higher 
farrivretail  price  spreads,  the  farm  share  of  the  retail  price  fell  to  67 
percent  in  1957.  This  was  2  percentage  points  below  the  1956  share  and, 
except  for  1950  and  1954,  the  lowest  annual  share  recorded  since  194-9. 


1/  Prepared  by  Leo  R.  Gray  and  Norris  T.  Pritchard,  Agricultural 
Economists,  Market.  Res.  Div. ,  Agr.  Market.  Serv. 
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Table  9.-  Frying  chickens  and  eggs:     Retail  price,   farm  value, 
farm-retail  spreads,  and  farm  share  of  the  retail  price, 
United  States  urban  areas,   194-9-57 


:   Chickens  (broilers  and  fryers 
•         ready-to-cook) 

Eggs 

'  Retail 

'  Retail 

Year 

price  , 

[  Farm  \ 

[  Farni-  ] 

!  Farm  ; 

pnce 

'Farm 

[  Farm-  ] 

;  Farm 

oer 

value 

retail 

per 

value 

retail 

pound 

:    2/    : 

soread 

:  share  , 

dosen 

:   2J 

spread 

share 

.    1/    ' 

;    1/    ' 

:  Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Percent 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Percent 

19A9  ij  \ 

1   60.0 

38.0 

22.0 

63 

65.9 

46.8 

19.1 

71 

1950  ...' 

:   53.5 

37.4 

21.1 

64 

57.1 

38.0 

19.1 

67 

1951  ...! 

;   61.3 

39.0 

22.3 

64 

69.7 

49.4 

20.3 

71 

1952  .... 

!   61.6 

39.7 

21.9 

64 

63.6 

43.2 

20.4 

68 

1953  ...! 

:   60.0 

37.0 

23.0 

62 

66.3 

49.0 

17.8 

73 

195-4  ...! 

5/V.2 

31.6 

22.6 

58 

56.2 

37.5 

18.7 

67 

1955  ...! 

56.2 

34.6 

21.6 

62 

58.1 

40.1 

18.0 

69 

1956  ...! 

:   /^9.0 

26.9 

22.1 

55 

57.7 

39.3 

17.9 

69 

1957  i/ 

:   ;;7.7 

26.0 

21.7 

55 

54.6 

36.6 

18.0 

67 

1/  Estimated  average  prices  of  all  frying  chickens  or  eggs  sold  to  consumers 
in  retail  stores  in  urban  communities  based  on  prices  collected  by  the  Bur.  of 
Labor  Statistics. 

2/  Payment  to  producex's  for  1.37  pounds  live  weight  quantity  of  chicken 
equivalent  to  1  pound  ready-to-cook  weight, 

3/  Average  payments  received  by  producers  for  1.03  dozen  eggs. 

ij  Data  for  frying  chickens  are  averages  for  last  9  months  of  year.     Data  for 
first  3  months  not  available. 

^  Preliminary, 

Montli-to-month  changes  in  egg  prices  and  price  spreads  generally 
exceed  year-to-year  changes  (table  10).     Month-to-month  price  and  price- 
spread  fluctuations  are  affected  by  changes  in  seasonal  production  rates 
and  market  supplies,  but  price  spreads  remain  more  stable  than  prices. 
Some  of  the  monthly  variations  in  price  spreads  also  may  be  the  result 
of  short- time  lags  in  price  adjustments. 

Seasonally,  price  spreads  for  eggs  tend  to  be  greatest  in  the  sum- 
mer and  early  fall  and  lowest  in  the  winter  and  spring.      Competitive 
factors  and  high  production  rates  of  good  quality  large  eggs  tend  to 
narrow  price  spreads  in  the  winter  and  spring.     Wider  price  spreads  in 
the  summer  and  early  fall  may  be  due  in  part  to   (l)   the  general  decline 
in  volume  of  eggs  mo\d.ng  through  marketing  channels  which  forces  market- 
ing  firms  to  meet  fixed  charges  with  incoiiae  from  fewer  dozens  of  eggs, 

(2)  higher  costs  of  maintaining  egg  quality  in  marketing  channels,   and 

(3)  somewhat  lower  average  quality  of  eggs  marketed  by  producers. 
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Table  10.-  Eggs:  Retail  price  per  dozen,  farm  value,  farm-retail  spread, 
and  farm  share  of  the  retail  price.  United  States  urban  areas, 
by  months,  January  1955-Deceinber  1957 


Year  and  mor 

ith  •  ^^"^^1  price] 

Farm  value 
2/ 

*  Farm-retail   \ 

*  spread       * 

Farm  share 

:         Cents 

Cents 

Cents 

Percent 

19?? 

Jan 

...:           50.1 

33.2 

16.9 

66 

Feb 

...:           57.8 

40.7 

17.1 

70 

Mar 

...:           59.0 

40.9 

18.1 

69 

Apr 

...:           53.3 

37.0 

16.3 

69 

May 

...:           51.6 

34.8 

16.3 

67 

June   

...:           51.5 

34.8 

16.7 

68 

July 

...:           55.0 

36.3 

18.7 

66 

Aug 

...:           61./^ 

40.6 

20.8 

66 

Sept 

...:           6A.4 

45.1 

19.3 

70 

Oct 

...:           6/^,1 

44.2 

19.9 

69 

Nov 

...:           62.^ 

44.7 

17.7 

72 

Dec 

...:           66.2 

48.5 

17.7 

73 

Averag 

:e  .:           58.1 

40.1 

13.0 

69 

19?6       • 

Jan 

...:           65.5 

48.0 

17.5 

73 

Feb 

...:           58.0 

41.4 

16.6 

71 

i^iar 

...:           58.1 

40.8 

17.3 

70 

Apr 

56.5 

39.7 

16.3 

70 

May 

...:           55.6 

38.7 

16.9 

70 

June   

...:           54.0 

37.5 

16.5 

69 

July 

...:           55.9 

37.7 

18.2 

67 

Aug 

...:           56.3 

38.0 

18.3 

67 

Sept 

...:           53.9 

39.3 

19.1 

68 

Oct 

...:           59.5           * 

39.2 

20.3 

66 

Nov 

...:           57.5 

38.3 

19.2 

67 

Dec 

,..:           56.2 

38.2 

18.0 

68 

Averaf 

e  .:            57.7 

39.3 

17.9 

69 

1957 

ti  ^n  •    •«•••• 

...:            52.0 

34.2 

17.3 

66 

Feb 

...:            52.5 

33.8 

18.7 

64 

Mar 

...:           49.5 

31.5 

18.0 

64 

Apr 

...:           48.9 

31.7 

17.2 

65 

I'fey 

...:           47.2 

29.9 

17.3 

63 

June   

...:           46.0 

29.9 

16.1 

65 

J^aly 

...:           51.9 

33.1 

18.8 

64 

Aug 

...:           56.0 

37.4 

18.6 

67 

Sept 

...:           61.0 

"41.2 

19.3 

68 

Oct 

65.3 

44.3 

21.0 

68 

Wov 

...:           64.3 

46.7 

17.6 

73 

Dec 

...:           63.9 

45.7 

18.2 

72 

in  urbrai  communities  based  on  prices  collected  by  the  Bur.  of  Labor 
Statistics. 

2/  Average  pay^Tient  received  by  producer  for  1.03  dozen  eggs. 
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Fryin,a:  Chickens 

Farm-retail  price  spreads  on  frying  chickens  dropped  0,J^   cent  a  pound, 
ready-to-cook  basis,  from  22.1  cents  in  I956  to  21.7  cents  in  1957  (table  9% 
Since  194-9>  annual  average  farnv-retail  price  spreads  on  chickens  have  vaided 
within  the  narrow  range  of  21.1  cents  to  23.0  cents.  Both  the  annual  average 
retail  price  and  farm  value  of  frying  chickens  declined  slightly  again  in 
1957  to  their  lowest  levels  in  the  194^9-57  period  for  which  data  are  avail- 
able. The  farm  share  of  the  retail  price,  as  a  result,  remained  unchanged 
from  1956  at  55  percent,  the  smallest  annusJ.  average  share  recorded  in  the 
194-9-57  period. 

Special  Price  Spread  Study 

The  Agricult'oral  tterketing  Service  is  continuing  its  monthly  price- 
spread  study  for  large,  medium,  and  small  eggs,  frying  chickens,  and  large, 
medium,  and  small  turkeys.  Prices  for  these  commodities  are  reported  at 
the  farm,  city  receiver,  retailer,  and  consumer  market  levels  in  each  of 
nine  cities:  Atlanta,  BaltiiK>re,  Boston,  Chicago,  Cleveland,  Los  Angeles, 
New  York,  St.  Louis,  and  San  Francisco.  Complete  price  data  are  not  yet 
available  and  the  analyses  in  this  article  are  limited  to  data  for  (1) 
large  and  n^dium  ep^s   in  Atlanta,  Baltimore,  Chicago,  Cleveland,  New  York, 
and  San  Francisco;  (2)  frying  chickens  in  Atlanta,  Chicago,  Los  Angeles, 
New  York,  and  San  Francisco;  and  (3)  medium  and  large  size  turkeys  in 
Boston,  Chicago,  Los  Angeles,  New  York  and  St.  Louis. 

Average  retail  prices  used  in  this  study  were  coiqjuted  from  data 
collected  by  the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  for  the  first  3  days  of  the 
week  in  which  the  15th  of  the  month  falls  and  for  the  last  3  days  of  the 
previous  week.  2/    Prices  to  retailers,  city  receiver  prices,  and  farm 
values  were  con^^uted  from  data  reported  by  the  Dairy  and  Poultry  Market 
News  Branch,  Agricultural  Marketing  Service,  and  by  private  marketing 
firms  for  Wednesday  of  the  week  including  the  3th  of  each  month.  Farm 
prices  were  obtained  for  16  major  poultry  and  egg-producing  areas  in  the 
United  States. 

Farm-retail  price  spreads  on  eggs  in  the  six  cities  studied  averaged 
0,5  cent  a  dozen  lower  on  large  eggs  and  1.0  cent  a  dozen  lower  on  medium 
eggs  in  1957  than  in  1956  (table  11).  Although  the  six  cities  differed 
somewhat  in  the  amount  of  the  decline  in  this  gross  spread,  none  recorded 
an  increase.   In  general,  also,  tlie  conponent  parts  of  the  farm-retail 
price  spread  were  lower  or  unchanged  in  1957  corcpared  with  1956. 

Farm-retail  price  spreads  were  highest  on  eggs  retailed  in  New  York 
and  lowest  on  those  retailed  in  San  Francisco  in  both  1956  and  1957.  In 
New  York  the  spread  on  large  eggs  averaged  28.6  cents  a  do::en  conpared 
with  18.0  cents  a  dozen  in  San  Francisco  in  1957  (table  11).  Inconplete 
data  for  Los  Angeles  indicate  even  lower  average  farm-retail  price  spreads 
than  in  San  Francisco.  Differences  in  gross  spreads  among  the  six  cities 

2/  The  Bur.  of  Labor  Statistics  collects  food  prices  for  its  Consumer 
Price  Index  on  the  first  3  days  of  the  week  which  includes  the  15th  of  the 
month;  under  arrangements  with  the  Agr.  Market.  Serv.  it  also  collects 
prices  for  the  previous  weekend  for  the  purposes  of  this  special  nB.rketing 
study. 
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reflect  such  factors  as  differences  in  transportation  costs,  marketing 
practices  and  channels,  retail  pricing  practices,  and  methods  of  buying 
eggs  from  farmers.  For  example,  in  cities  where  eggs  generally  are 
piirchased  from  farmers  on  a  United  States  consumer  grade  basis,  gross 
farm-retail  price  spreads  may  be  lover  because  farmers  and  not  marketing 
firms  directly  absorb  losses  on  the  lower  grade  and  undergrade  eggs 
handled.  Gross  spreads  are  also  lower  when  city  wholesalers  and  other 
handlers  are  bypassed  by  large  country  egg  assemblers  and  integrated 
marketing  organizations.  This  practice  is  coirtparatively  coiriplete  in 
some  markets  and  only  beginning  in  others. 

In  1957,  farm-retail  price  spreads  averaged  1.3  cents  a  dozen  higher 
for  the  six  cities  on  large  eggs  than  on  medium.  Atlanta  was  the  only 
city  among  the  six  with  a  higher  gross  spread  on  medium  eggs.  In  1956, 
the  average  spread  was  also  higher  for  medium  than  for  large  eggs  except  in 
San  Francisco  where  the  farm-retail  price  spreads  on  the  two  sizes  were 
equal. 

Frying  Chickens 

Annual  average  prices  for  frying  chickens  in  Atlanta,  Chicago, 
Los  Angeles,  New  York,  and  San  Francisco  generally  were  lower  at  all  mar- 
ket levels  in  1957  than  in  1956  (table  12).  For  the  five  cities,  retail 
prices  averaged  1.3  cents  a  pound  lower  and  farm  values  were  0.8  cent  a 
pound  lower.   Average  farm-retail  price  spreads  fell  1.0  cent  a  poimd  to 
22.7  cents.  The  several  con^jonent  price  spreads  also  declined. 

Among  the  five  cities,  farm-retail  price  spreads  in  1957  were  lowest 
in  Atlanta,  averaging  16.3  cents  a  pound,  and  highest  in  San  Francisco, 
averaging  31*6  cents  a  pound.  The  gross  spread  in  Los  Angeles  was  nearly 
as  high  as  in  San  Francisco. 

Retail  prices  of  frying  chickens  in  these  two  west  coast  cities 
historically  have  been  higher  than  in  the  other  three  cities  and  retail- 
store  margins  are  also  much  higher.  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  retail- 
store  margins  averaged  18.2  cents  and  18.9  cents  a  pound,  respectively, 
about  double  the  coii5)aratively  low  store  margins  of  9.1  cents  a  pound  in 
Chicago  and  New  York.  In  San  Francisco,  large  volumes  of  fryers  are  sold 
by  concessionaires  who  operate  specialized  poultry  or  poultry  and  red  meat 
departments  in  many  retail  food  stores.  Margins  of  these  operators  gen- 
erally are  higher  and  their  pricing  policies  usually  are  less  flexible 
than  those  of  food  retailers  who  own  and  operate  their  own  poultry  and 
red  meat  departments.  There  were  shaip  drops,  however,  in  San  Francisco 
retail  prices,  retail-store  margins,  and  the  average  farm-retail  price 
spread  from  1956  to  1957  while  farm  values  declined  only  slightly.  This 
trend  developed  as  sales  of  ready-to-cook  fryers  continued  to  gain  over 
New  York  dressed  birds. 

Other  factors  underlying  the  differences  among  the  five  cities  in 
market  prices  and  price  spreads,  shown  in  table  12,  include  differences 
in  sources  of  supplies,  transportation  costs,  marketing  channels  and 
practices,  and  retail  pricing  policies.  In  some  cities,  retail  stores, 
particularly  supermarkets,  frequently  use  fryers  as  special  sales 
attractions  and  presumably  place  higher  markups  on  other  items  so  as  to 
attain  a  satisfactory  average  gross  margin  on  all  sales.  Retailers  in 
other  cities  may  select  different  combinations  of  products  to  carry  high, 
medium,  and  low  price  spreads. 
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Table  12.-  Fiying  chickens:  Prices  per  pound  (ready-to-cook  basis) 

at  different  market  levels  and  price  spreads, 

selected  cities,  1956  and  1957 


Item 


5  city  average 


1956  :  1957 


Atlanta 


1956  :  1957 


Chicago 


1956  :  1957 


Prices: 

Retail  

To  retailers  

To  city  receivers  2/ 
Farm  value  ^ 


Spreads: 

Farm-retail  

Retail  store  

Receiver-retailer 
Farm-receiver  . . . . 


Prices: 

Retej.1   

To  retailers   

To  city  receivers  2/ 
Farm  -rolue  j/ 


»  •  •  •  e  • 


Spreads: 

Farm- retail 

Retail  store  

Receiver-retailer 
Farm-receiver  • . . . 


Cents   Cents   Cents   Cents   Cents   Cents 


50.6  1/^.g 

37.3  35. S 

32.8  31.8 

26.9  26.1 


23.7 

13.3 

A.  5 

5.9 


22.7 

13.0 

4..0 

5.7 


41.6 
32. ^ 
29.9 
26.0 


15.6 
9.2 
2.5 

3.9 


41.5 
31.7 
30.2 
25.2 


16.3 
9.8 
1.5 
5.0 


4^.1 
35.1 
32.3 
26.4- 


17.7 
9.0 
2.8 
5.9 


42.7 
33.6 
30.7 
25.5 


17.2 
9.1 
2.9 
5.2 


Los  Angeles 


New  York 


San  Francisco 


56.0 
39.2 
3^.6 
26.6 


29.^ 

16.8 

>4.6 

8.0 


56.2 
37.3 
33.4 
25.7 


30.5 

18.9 

3.9 

7.7 


45.2  1/^^-6 

37.1  35.5 

34.2  32.7 
27.5  26.8 


17.7 
8.1 
2.9 
6.7 


17.8 
9.1 
2.8 
5.9 


65.9 
42.5 
32.9 
28.1 


37.8 

23.^ 
9.6 
A.  8 


58.9 
40.7 
32.1 
27.3 


31.6 

18.2 

8.6 

4-.  8 


1/  Preliminary  —  11-month  average. 

TJ  Flying  chicken  city  receiver  prices  are  f.o.b.   delivered  city 
prices  for  Atlanta,   Chicago,   Los  Angeles,   and  San  Francisco  and  whole- 
sale selling  prices  for  New  York. 

_2/  Farm  values  are  confuted  from  prices  reported  in  major  connoercial 
ST:55ply  areas  shipping  frying  chickens  into  the  respective  cities. 
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Fann  values  and  city  receiver  prices  were  relatively  uniform  amang 
the  five  cities.     Farm  values  in  1957  ranged  from  25.2  cents  a  pound, 
ready-to-cook  basis,  in  Atlanta  up  to  27.3  cents  a  pound  in  San  Francisco. 
City  receiver  prices  varied  from  an  average  of  30.2  cents  in  Atlanta  to 
33. .4  cents  in  Los  Angeles. 

Ttirkeys 

Average  farm-retail  price  spreads  on  medium  turkeys  fell  in  Boston, 
Chicago,  Los  Angeles,  New  York,  and  St.  Louis  from  the  last  3  months  of 
1956  to  the  like  1957  period.  The  five-city  average  spread  decreased  from 
22.0  cents  a  pound,  ready-to-cook  be-sis,  in  October-December  1956  to  18.3 
cents  a  pound  in  October-December  1957  (table  13).  On  large  turkeys,  the 
farm-retail  price  spread  declined  only  1.0  cent  in  the  same  period. 
Los  Angeles  and  St.  Louis  registered  larger  average  gross  spreads  in  1957. 

Average  prices  of  both  sizes  of  turkeys  fell  at  all  market  levels  in 
all  five  cities  in  1957  as  a  result  of  unusually  large  supplies  of  turkeys. 
In  general,  farm  prices  fell  less  than  retail  prices,  causing  farnt-retail 
price  spreads  to  narrov.  In  the  summer  and  fall  of  1957,  retail  prices  of 
turkeys  at  times  were  near  and  even  below  retail  prices  of  frying  chickens. 
Turkeys  have  been  special  sale  items  in  most  retail  food  stores  and 
restaurants  since  July  1957.  The  resulting  sharp  decreases  in  store  mar- 
gins nearly  equaled  or  exceeded  the  decreases  in  total  farm-retail  price 
spreads  (table  13) • 

In  comparison  with  the  wide  differences  among  large  cities  in  prices 
and  price  spreads  on  eggs  and  frying  chickens,  turkey  prices  and  price 
spreads  have  differed  much  less  among  cities.  This  suggests  greater 
uniformity  in  marketing  practices  and  costs  and  in  sources  of  supplies. 
On  medium  turkeys,  the  highest  average  farm-retail  price  spread  of  19.6 
cents  a  pound  among  the  five  cities  was  registered  in  Los  Angeles  and 
New  York  in  October-December  1957.  Chicago  had  the  lowest  price  spread 
of  15.3  cents  a  pound,   Chicago  also  had  the  lowest  average  retail-store 
margin  of  /^.8  cents  a  pound  while  the  Los  Angeles  average  store  margin  of 
8.4.  cents  was  highest.  Thus,  retail-store  policies  with  respect  to  the 
use  of  turkeys  as  special  sale  items  at  low  markups  are  an  inportant 
factor  affecting  total  marketing  margins  on  turkeys. 
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